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WASHINGTON, D.C. 20554

2 8 MAY 1993
IN REPLY REFER TO:

7330-7/1700A3

Honorable John C. Danforth
Ranking Minority Member
Committee on Commerce, Science

and Transportation
United States Senate
554 Dirksen Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Danforth:

RECEIVED

UtIH - 1 1993

FEDERALC01!MUNICATia~S C(llMIs..~ON
OFFICE OFTHE SECRETARV

This is in response to your. letter of May 18, 1993, i which you inquired on
behalf of your constituent, Mr. C.W. Reed III, regard'ng the Notice of
Proposed Rule Making (Notice) in PR Docket No. 92-235 57 FR 54034 (1992).
Mr ...Reed is specifically concerned about the potenti impact of our final
rules on .radio remote controlled airplane hobbyists.

Model airplane users have shared spectrum on a secondary basis with industrial
users for over 25 years. The low power industrial user and the radio control
model airplane hobbyists effectively share spectrum through geographic
separation. We are enclosing the Report and Order in GEN Docket ~2-181, 47 FR
51875 (1982), which provided the current 50 channels for radio controlled
model airplanes. These rules, adopted at the behest of the model airplane
community, 'provide no protection from interference from licensed sources. We
further note that the radio environment is inherently hazardous and that even
primary allocations suffer from problems. For "example, model aircraft users
receive interference from other model aircraft users and from certain TV
channels. Thus, model aircraft must be, and in fact are, capable of
co-existing with some interference.

The Commission is seeking to work with all parties on this matter. To this
end, FCC staff has met with the two largest industry groups representing model
airplane users, the Academy of Model Aeronautics and the Sport Flyers
Association, to discuss their concerns and methods of expanding capacity for
private land mobile radio users without affecting radio control users.
Following the comment and reply comment periods, we will endeavour to adopt
reasonable final rules as soon as possible.

We want to thank you for your interest. Your letter will be included in the
formal record of this proceeding.

~
SinCerelYI ~

. ~O.
oseph A. Le n

Chief, Policy and Planning Branch
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May 18, 1993

Mr. Steven Klitzman
Associate Director, Legislative Affairs
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554

Dear Mr. Klitzman:

Enclosed is a copy of a letter that was sent to me by
Mr. C. W. Reed of Raytown, Missouri. Mr. Reed is concerned
about the Commission's Notice of proposed Rulemaking, Docket
#92-235.

Please include ,Mr. Reed's letter in the official record for
this proceeding. Thank you for your assistance.

~Y'~"""_""""7
John C. Danforth

Enclosure
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The Honorable John Danforth
249-A Russell Bldg
Washington DC 20510

Dear Senator Danforth,
Thank you for your letter regarding the FCC's position

on Proposed Rule 92-235. I appreciate receiving their reply
to you. Unfortunately their reply is full of errors and does
not state the true facts as it apFlies to radio control
flying of model aircraft.

At the PCC's request our national organization, Academy
of Model Aeronautics (AMA), had a meeting with them and went
over a lot of disputed items. Enclosed is a copy of a report
from the AMA's national newsletter. It is lengthy, being two
pages, but I would appreciate it if you would read it. You
will find that the PCC did not realize how many places they
were in error regarding the proposal affecting us. The page
titled "FCC's Question and Answer Response" enumerates many
of these items article by point. I had a long discussion with
one of the people who attended and this single sheet is
really a much shortened version of the errors in the FCC's'
version of how it will affect R/C usage.

It will still affect us in that there is no technology
available that would allow frequencies to be safe with this
2.5 KHZ separation (especially since the FCC is allowing a
3.4 KHZ tolerance) and it would cause serious financial and
possibly injury and even a possibility of death if a large
radio control model went out of control because of the new
rules. We are a very safety conscious organization and really
want to stay that way.

Please contact the FCC again in our behalf and remind
them that the information they gave you 1S not really .
correct. Please help us defeat NPRM92-235.

Sincerely,

C. W. Reed III
5408 Woodson Road
Raytown, MO 64133
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SPECIAL FREQUENCY ALERT UPDATE
Copied from AMA National Newsletter, by Bob Underwood

On Wednesday, March 10, 1993, just prior to the filling of the
Academy's formal comment letter, our counsel received a call from Ralph
Haller, Chief of the Private Radio Bureau.Tequesting a meeting with the
Academy concerning 92-235. Thursday, March 11th Vince Mankowski, Bob
Underwood, and counsel Ray Kowalski met with FCC representatives. Those
present were Chief Haller, Richard Shiben, Chief Land Mobile and
Microwave Div., Doron Fertig, Senior Economist in Policy and Planning
(principal author of 92-235) and Herb Zeiler, Deputy Chief, Special
Services Division (responsible for Part 95 governing RIC) .

Chief Haller initiated the discussion by indicating a concern that
modelers were creating an adverse image of safe model operation. The
commission was assured that we not only maintained an excellent safety
record, but a close rapport with FAA and related agencies. It was cited
that our major concern centered around the fact that if 92-235 is
implemented as written, a significant safety concern would develop
beyond our control.

The discussion turned to why we responded to 92-235 in the manner
we did. Mr. Haller was reminded of a meeting between he, Mr Mankowski,
and Mr. Kowalski during 1992 in which he responded tot he question of
whether anything of note concerning modeling was imminent. The academy
representatives were assured there was not!

At that point the dialogue turned to our specific issues related to
92-235. When the concern over the frequency stability was noted, the
commission members indicated that 50 parts per million (3.6 KHZ
tolerance) must be a mistake or a typo. Following" this the AKA had an
opportunity not only to seek clarification of all major points, but to
provide extensive background, both historical and operational,
concerning model frequency.use.

Mr. Haller .expressed an eagerness to work cooperatively with
modelers in an effort to resolve their concerns regarding the rule
making. To that end, our request for permission to allow AKA to perform
empirical testing was granted and suggestions were p~ovided for that
testing. Assurances were provided that the present 92-235 is simply a
working document and not a finalized form. A variety of options and
alternate plans were explored. In short, the meeting was a productive
work session that occurred with the principals, far ahead of our
schedule for exparte meetings.

The comment letter was filed on March 10, 1993. Ray Kowalski opted
to send additional copies directly to a number of specific individuals
within the FCC, including Ralph Haller and Doron Fertig. We are,
therefore, now on record. During the week of March 15th, the AKA will
make a special mailing to all 535 members of congress.

The Academy has also set into motion a program to provide data
through empirical testing. Bill Hershberger and George steiner will
journey to the Muncie AKA site to perform the tests. This activity will
pro~~bly result in the Academy" filing a second comment letter.
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FCC's Question and Answer Response
At the present time many of you are receiving responses

from the Senators and Representatives to whom you have
written, concerning NPRM 92-235. Most new members who
have received such letters have been provided the same basic
infonnation. This is because the FCC has provided a so­
called "boiler plate" response to Congressional inquiries.
The letter is often in two parts; the first being a cover letter
signed by Ralph Haller and a second in a question/answer
fonnat whose author is not identified. The answers are
consistent with the infonnation provided verbally by Doron
Fertig, the SeniorEconomist responsible for drafting the 419
page document (NPRM 92-235) that sets the plan for the new
frequency assignments.

The responses provided in the question/answer docu­
ment indicate, that in the commission's opinion, the assigned
users designated for the new frequencies and modelers can
coexist. 11lis feeling is based on several assumptions.

1."The power levels for both services are compara­
ble. (For radio purposes, 3/4 watt is indistinguish­
able from 1 watt.)"
This statement. tedmically, may be true. However, sev­

eral mitigating factors enter the picture relative to our equip­
ment Not the least of these, is the fact that our receivers must
operate in amuch harsherRF environment due to the model's
position high above the ground and the lack of consistent
relative antenna positioning.

2."Radio control transmitter standards are stricter
than they used to be. The proposed narrow band
technical requirements (for the new commercial
equipment) are much stricter than current require­
ments. Thus a 2.5 kHz frequency separation be­
tween land mobile and radio control users should'
.be adequate--."
It is true that our equipment is much more narrow band

than it was prior to our voluntarily adopting narrow band
guidelines for transmitters and petitioning the FCC for their
acceptance. However, our reading of 92-235 indicates that
the equipment on the new frequency assignments would be
granted a+or -50 parts permillion frequency tolerance. This
equates to 3.6 kHz. This would technically allow the equip­
ment on the new frequencies to operate directly on top of, or
shift to the other side of, our assigned frequencies.

3."..... land mobile operations authorized on the 72
- 76 MHz band are net car phones. Rather, these
channels aJ:e (emphasis added) used in limited loca­
tions such as a factory or construction site, mainly
for non-voice operations to monitor or control ex­
pensive equipment such as overhead cranes."

This statement is very interesting in two respects. First,
the underlined word "are" indicates that the usage currently
exists. We are very much aware of the concern which devel­
oped relating to apetition by Robinson Engineering in Texas,
to share the model frequencies. That plan was rejected by the
FCC. Robinson Engineering was granted a three year waiver
to convert equipment they had already placed on model
frequencies and move it to the assigned licensed frequencies.
That waiver ends this month.

The second importance to the statement revolves around
the fact that it designates aspedfic uSe for the proposed new
frequencies. That statement is not supported by any such
listing in 92-235. They are listed in the document as "general
cat.:gory" frequencies.

4."Model airplane enthusiasts seek clear areas and
fields. If (for their operations)
This statement is an important one to address. Certainly

the majority of clubs and individuals seek large open sites
for flying model airplanes. However, a significant nwnber
of model airplane sites exist very near, or actually in, indus­
trial complexes. Such pairings are, in fact, quite compatible
and desirable. Additionally I many modelers operate from
public parks, in heavily populated areas. The ability to fly
electric models and sailplanes at such sites makes them
valuable. It must also be understood that virtually all surface
model use on the 75 MHz band occurs in populated areas,
shopping centers, etc. and is not highly structured or organ­
ized.

The Academy will shortly be filing their fonnallener of
comment, which will point out in detail the discrepancies
between the FCC's unofficial assurance and the actual pro­
posals contained in the rulemaldng. Following the filing of
the fonnal letter of comment we will embarlc on a plan to
provide infonnation concerning our technical and opera­
tional concerns. Please bear in mind that the FCC rule
ma.1dng process is lengthy. In the case of 92-235, the FCC
has undertaken a monwnental task in an effort to address a
vast range of radio needs. The time frame for rule considera­
tion and final deliberation may well consume a year. The
actual implementation of the plan reaches well into the next
century.

, "d b "Look at the bn~ht 81 e: no matter ow
old you are, you re younger than you'll

ever be agam.


